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This study seeks to test whether or not the subsidized affordable housing is provided 
with spatial dispersal and suffices for housing needs in Santa Clara County. This study 
utilizes Dissimilarity Index for the analysis to find out that there is discrepancy 
between subsidized housing needs and availability, and that contrary to public wisdom, 
Housing Choice Vouchers program is more distributed into low- and moderate- 
income households compared to Low-income Housing Tax Credit program in both 
census tract level and city level in Santa Clara County, California.  
Keywords: Subsidized housing; Dispersal; Low-income Housing Tax Credit; 
Housing Choice Vouchers; Index of Dissimilarity 
 
Introduction 
The root of the current economic crisis is the high rate of default among home 
mortgages over the past few years. Housing prices continue to decline while still 
unaffordable compared to incomes and rents. The housing market’s recovery remains 
fragile. Since the late 1960s, federal housing policy set in some bold new concepts for 
providing subsidized housing to low- and moderate-income people. One such concept 




was to provide broader housing choices to low-income households, such choices to 
include the availability of subsidized housing for the poor in middle- and upper- 
income neighborhoods and in racially mixed- neighborhoods. The means to this end 
was to disperse assisted housing away from the inner city and into white 
neighborhoods of city and suburb (Warren 1986). Yet our knowledge about the spatial 
inequality of supply and demand of these subsidized housing units remains limited. 
This article shows how the technique called the Index of Dissimilarity, first employed 
by Duncan and Duncan( 1955) in their study of residential segregation in cities, can 
be used to evaluate the dispersal of subsidized housing and test whether subsidies 
bring equity to affordable housing by sufficing for local housing needs. 
The issue of subsidized housing dispersal has been addressed in prior studies. Over 
the last decades, there have been a variety of studies which document subsidized 
housing segregation. However, to assert that that the optimization is equitable amount 
of affordable housing units in every census tract, or every city regardless of the 
demand is questionable.  
This study seeks to test whether or not the subsidized affordable housing is provided 
with spatial equality and suffice for housing needs. Santa Clara County is a good 
example to use for this analysis because of following reasons: First, it enjoys the 
Silicon Valley as the center for growth and the 15 incorporated cities and towns are 
highly urbanized around the valley as a whole. Santa Clara County encompasses the 
San Jose- Sunnyvale- Santa Clara Metropolitan Statistical Area. It is located at the 
Dispersal Consistency of Subsidized Affordable Housing and low-income households in Santa Clara County, California 4 
 
southern end of San Francisco Bay. The county is a major employment center for the 
region, providing more than a quarter of all jobs in the Bay Area. The highly 
urbanized Santa Clara Valley within Santa Clara County is also known as Silicon 
Valley. Santa Clara County has the highest median household income of any county in 
California and is one of the most unaffordable places in the US
1
. Subsidized housing 
is the only housing solution to many low- and moderate- income households in the 
area. With policy and state law enforcing housing equality for years even decades, it is 
important to examine whether the subsidized housing are located broadly and 
appropriately to satisfy various housing needs.  
Second, the largest percentage of Latino population in California is in Santa Clara 
(Lopez 2001). The county has a high residential segregation index between white and 
non-white residents. According to previous studies, this might suggest a high 
subsidized affordable housing concentration. 
The article proceeds in four parts. First, it briefly discusses the background of 
federally subsidized housing and its contemporary priorities for dispersal, prior 
studies on the sitting of subsidized housing, and the quantitative analysis method of 
Index of Dissimilarity. Second, this study undertakes a series of empirical analyses of 
the spatial distribution of subsidized housing, especially Housing Choice Vouchers 
(HCV) and Low-income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) programs using Index of 
                                                             
1 According to News El-observador March 2012, Santa Clara County Still on Top 10 List of Most Unaffordable in 
the Nation for Renters— 53% Unable to Afford Typical 2-bedroom Apartment. See 
http://news.el-observador.com/2012/03/16/santa-clara-county-still-on-top-10-list-of-most-unaffordable-in-the-natio
n-for-renters-53-unable-to-afford-typical-2-bedroom-apartment/ 




Dissimilarity in Santa Clara County, CA. Third, the analysis of this study is twofold: 
1. To test whether there is subsidized housing concentration. 2. To test whether there 
is spatial inequality of subsidized housing and poor households. Finally, it discusses 
the policy implication from the finding of the quantitative analysis that dispersal has 
been achieved despite discrepancy between need and availability of subsidized 
housing; project-based assisted housing is more concentrated in middle income 
communities than demand- based housing programs.  
 
Literature Review 
Background of Federally Subsidized Housing 
The HCV program, known as Section 8 vouchers and certificates, from program 
inception in the 1970s until 1998, is the “centerpiece of the federal low-income 
housing assistance arsenal” (Grigsby and Bourassa 2004). It is the largest federal 
low-income housing assistance program. The program through tenant-based vouchers 
provides rental subsidies for standard-quality units that are chosen by the tenant in the 
private market. Nearly 1.9 million vouchers were in use in 2008 (Haley 2008).
2
 The 
HCV program demonstrates the trend in federal low-income housing policy toward 
providing assistance through direct or “demand-side” subsidies to tenants (Orlebeke 
                                                             
2 “Nearly another 200,000 vouchers have been authorized by Congress but were not in use, in part due to lack of 
sufficient funding. “Introduction to the Housing Voucher Program, Center on Budget and Policy Priorities 2009 
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2000). 
LIHTC is a dollar-for-dollar tax credit in the United States for affordable housing 
investments. It was created by Congress under the Tax Reform Act of 1986 (TRA86) 
which gives incentives for the utilization of private equity in the development of 
affordable housing aimed at low-income Americans. As opposed to HCV, it is a 
“supply-side” program. The tax credits have become the primary vehicle in delivering 
new affordable rental housing in the United States and have been responsible for 
nearly 90% of the affordable rental housing created in the United States since 1986. 
The total number of housing units produced using the LIHTC is nearly 1.5 million 
(National Council of State Housing Agencies 2008). 
 
Sitting of Subsidized Housing 
There has been a substantial amount of discussion around the location of subsidized 
housing and its social-economic effect to the neighborhood quality, including income 
and race. Cummings and DiPasquale (1999, 267–68) examined the first 10 years of 
experience with the LIHTC program. Some 27% of the projects in their sample are in 
census tracts in which no new rental housing had been built in the preceding five 
years. They discover that virtually all of the LIHTC projects in their sample were built 
in low and moderate-income neighborhoods; about 20 percent were built in 




neighborhoods with median household incomes below 40 percent of the area median 
income. “LIHTC projects provide affordable housing for low and moderate 
households in higher-income neighborhoods or better quality housing in low- income 
neighborhoods.” Sandra J. Newman & Ann B. Schnare (1997) evaluate the relative 
performance of housing programs in terms of neighborhood quality to conclude that 
project-based assistance programs do little to improve the quality of recipients' 
neighborhoods relative to those of welfare households and, in the case of public 
housing, appear to make things significantly worse. They found that only 5.3% of 
voucher recipients nationwide lived in high-poverty neighborhoods, far better than 
those for public housing (36.3%) and other assisted units (12.6%) by the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Development(HUD). They conclude that the 
certificate and voucher programs, however, appear to reduce the probability that 
families will live in the most economically and socially distressed areas. Research on 
the role of vouchers in promoting deconcentration has developed considerably since 
Newman and Schnare’s (1997) work. Quite contrary to the popular wisdom that the 
development of project-based assisted housing leads to rapid racial transition, 
Freeman & Rohe(2000)'s analysis suggests that one of the major criticisms of 
project-based assisted housing—that it contributes to racial segregation by causing 
white flight—is not supported by empirical evidence. Although the value of 
owner-occupied units in tracts was the strongest predictor of the placement of most 
types of assisted housing, Rohe and Freeman (2001)'s analysis shows that their results 
indicate that race and ethnicity still mattered. Freeman (2004) examined the location 
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and neighborhood trends of LIHTC developments in the 1990s to find out that LIHTC 
neighborhoods exist relatively more in suburbs, contain higher shares of black 
residents, and experienced larger declines in poverty and home values. He also finds 
out that suburban LIHTC neighborhoods are predominantly white and boast higher 
median incomes, lower levels of poverty, and higher home values and 
homeownership rates than LIHTC neighborhoods in central cities. McClure(2006) 
concludes that housing vouchers supplied to households are not helping renters locate 
in low-poverty areas any more effectively than are current project-based subsidies. He 
also argued that a disproportionately higher share of low-income homebuyers are 
locating in low-poverty neighborhoods than are low-income renters. He finds that as 
the price for tax credits rises, LIHTC becomes increasingly popular with developers 
who are helping it make inroads in low-poverty suburbs, and thus is meeting and even 
exceeding the performance of the HCV Program in terms of offering opportunities to 
live in low-poverty settings. 
A set of studies examines the Jobs-Housing balance and its implications to the urban 
structure. Kain(1968) advanced the theory of spatial mismatch which has influenced 
policy responses to the poor employment prospects of low-income and minority 
residents of inner cities by aiming to connect them with suburban jobs. Chapple（2006）
examined the policy legacy and concluded that planners trying to improve 
employment outcomes for the disadvantaged should focus on policies that will 
provide them with opportunities to interact with a diverse social network and meet 




workforce intermediaries capable of linking them with jobs. Horner and Marion (2007) 
used segregation measures to analyze the residential–workplace separation. 
 
Index of Dissimilarity 
There is a considerably large set of studies on proliferation of development and 
application of the Index of Dissimilarity to residential segregation. Taeuber (1965) 
introduced the Index of Dissimilarity, or the Taeuber Index. It was designed to study 
segregation. Until now, a handful of studies have specifically examined the 
de-concentration of subsidized housing; many of them suggest its relationship with 
racial segregation. Warren(1986) used the Index of Dissimilarity to measure the 
degree of dispersal of subsidized housing between 1970 and 1980 in three 
cities-Chicago, Baltimore, and St. Louis. She found out that subsidized housing had 
been dispersed in each of the cities, in accordance with federal housing policies of the 
late 1960s and 1970s. Subsidized housing had been extended to predominantly white 
census tracts and tracts with incomes higher than the city-wide median incomes. 
The Index of Dissimilarity was used to measure diversity in land holdings for 1974 
agriculture census data for the municipality of Juticalpa, Honduras (Merschrod, 1981). 
The government of British Columbia employed the index to assess the accuracy of the 
1996 population estimates (BCStats, 1998), which are used to determine allocation of 
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funds. The Index has since been widely used to measure inter-group income 
inequality (Jargowsky, 1996; Krivo and Kaufman, 1999).  
There have been technical debates over the calculation of Dissimilarity Index (D) too. 
The index of dissimilarity D is useful because it is straightforward to understand and 
has concrete meaning. In general, the measure D indicates the minimum proportion of 
either group that would have to change categories to make the two relative frequency 
distributions identical (Sakoda, 1981).It can be meaningfully manipulated for policy 
evaluation. It was argued that interpretation of D as a measure of differentiation is 
misleading, resulting in a proposal that it should be interpreted as the proportion of 
either group that would have to be exchanged while keeping the marginal frequencies 
constant (Cortese et al., 1976). The Index of Dissimilarity was widely used for 
scholarly debates on residential segregation and its economic and social ill-effects. 
Wilson (1987, 1996) has argued that the lack of access to jobs in inner city areas leads 
to the urban underclass. Massey and Fischer(2000) highlight that residential 
segregation and income inequality result in geographic concentration of poverty, 
especially among the black. The index was also used to study racial and class 
segregation of blacks in different economic classes and their residential preferences 
with some attention to black suburbanization and black gentrification (Pattillo, 2005).  
This paper presents findings which add to the literature of Dissimilarity Index, 
specifically the application on the spatial inequality of subsidized housing in Santa 
Clara County, California.  





Methods and Data 
Theory of the Dissimilarity Index will provide this study with a quantitative 
framework. The subject of this study will be the absolute spatial distribution equality 
of subsidized housing units and their relative geographical consistency with the low 
income households in Santa Clara County, with specific examination on two of 
HUD’s major programs HCV and LIHTC. In order to do this, affordable housing units 
and the number of households with income less than Area Median Income (AMI) and 
below 80% AMI were the key concepts and data sets. The study will test this 
hypothesis that the subsidized housing units are still highly concentrated and 
segregated in low-income census tracts in Santa Clara County despite the decades of 
advocacy of housing dispersal, and that there is spatial disparity of demand and 
supply for subsidized housing units.  
Consider a population that is classified using two different criteria into a 2 × C (C_2) 
contingency table. It results in two subpopulations, each classified into C groups as 
shown in Table 1. Here Xij is the frequency of the i
th
 subpopulation in the j
th
 class (or 
group), Ni is the size of the i
th
 subpopulation, and nj is the size of the j
th
 class (i = 1, 2 
and j = 1, 2,…, C). Typically measures of association are used to determine the extent 
of association between two classification criteria. However, researchers are often 
interested in the amount of discrimination, disparity, or segregation between two 
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subpopulations classified into C (C_2) mutually exclusive groups. The amount of 
disparity between two subpopulations is measured by the Index of Dissimilarity, D, 





       
   
  
 – 
   
  
  (1) 
The Index of Dissimilarity is an expression of a difference between ratios of two 
discrete variables, or subpopulation in the table above. The index of dissimilarity, D, 
is often used to express the differences in residential preference, education or income 
in the population with respect to gender or race. The value of D ranges from 0 to 1. 
The value 0 indicates absence of segregation, i.e. identical distributions of two 
subpopulations; and a value of 1 indicates complete segregation, i.e. completely 
disjoint nature of two subpopulations. For example, if one were to compare males and 
females by their income class, a value of D close to 0 would indicate that men and 
women in this population have very similar incomes, whereas a value close to 1 
would suggest considerable disparity in their incomes. The index of dissimilarity is a 
symmetric measure, i.e. calculation of D with respect to subpopulation 1 or 
Subpopulation Classes Row total
1 2 … C
Subpopulation 1 X11 X12 … X1C N1
Subpopulation 2 X21 X22 … X2C N2
Column total n1 n2 … nC N
Table 1
Table for Index of Dissmilarity




subpopulation 2 is identical. It is invariant with respect to the population size and 
scale, i.e. the value of D remains unchanged by doubling the size of each class…. 
This study calculates 12 main categories of indices for each of HUD’s programs. The 
first group of indices is to test the spatial dispersal of subsidized housing units by 
census tract and by city in Santa Clara County, and more specifically the dispersal of 
HCV and LIHTC. The second group of indices is to test the relative geographic 
disparity between supply of subsidized housing programs and demand of it, namely 
the low- or moderate- income households, and more specifically for HCV and 
LIHTC. 
D falls into the range of zero to one, and it means 100*D% of housing units need to 
be relocated to achieve absolute dispersal. For the first group, namely subsidized 
housing units and non-subsidized housing units by census tract and by city, if D≥0.5, 
subsidized housing units are highly segregated. For the second group, namely 
subsidized housing units and low- or moderate- income households by census tract 
and by city, if D≥0.5, more subsidized housing units are distributed in high income 
neighborhoods. If D< 0.5, it suggests that subsidized housing units are distributed in 
consistency with low income households. 
 
Data  
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Data for this study are drawn from HUD’s A Picture of Subsidized Households (PSH 
2008)
3
. Programs of concern including: Public Housing, HCV, Section 8 Moderate 
Rehabilitation, Section 8 New Construction or Substantial, Section 236 
Projects( FHA-Federal Housing Administration), All other multifamily assisted 
properties with FHA insurance and Low Income Housing Tax Credit. The 2000 
census tract of each development is contained in the PSH. HUD provided a separate 
data set of all LIHTC in the LIHTC database. The LIHTC data by census tract from 
LIHTC database were drawn during the period of 1987 to 2009. The resulting data set 
had 341 tracts, of which 96 received LIHTC developments, 297 tracts received HUD 
subsidies, 289 tracts received HCV as of 2009. 
Table 2 shows the overview of subsidized housing units developed in each city and 
town in Santa Clara County. The penultimate line illustrates the percentage of the 
housing units subsidized in the city. The figures suggest that, on average, assisted 
housing units make up little of the existing housing stock. Typically, assisted housing 
units represented only 4 percent of the existing housing stock in Santa Clara County. 
Rent Burden is high in Santa Clara County as shown in the table. In 2009, there are 
586,000 households in Santa Clara County
4
. Low- and moderate- income households 
account for 14% of the county population. Data shows that 44% of the County’s 
households pay more than 30% of their monthly income to their landlord, meaning 
                                                             
3 PSH database does not have census tract identification information for LIHTC. Number of units of All HUD and 
HCV from the latest PSH, which is PSH 2008 are not available; this study used the reported units of HCV and 
compilation of all programs listed for subsidized units from PSH 2008 instead. Data for total housing units is from 
American Community Survey. To ensure time and geo-coding compatibility, data from American Community 
Survey 2009 was used instead of 2010. Non-subsidized units were computed by author using data from American 
Community Survey 2009 and PSH 2008.  
4 Source: American Community Survey 2009. 




more households than only the low- and moderate- income ones are in need of 
subsidies. However, as shown in the last row of the table, on average there are only 27% 
of the low- income households getting subsidies, with cities such as Los Altos City, 
Los Altos Hills Town and Monte Sereno City close to no supply of subsidized 
housing units, Mountain View City, Sunnyvale City and Santa Clara City with more 
than 10,000 units in terms of absolute stock while still far below the average 
percentile to serve the moderate- or low- income household needs.  














































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































Analysis and Discussion  
Table 3 shows the indices on the scale of cities. Comparing non-subsidized housing 
units to subsidized units across the 15 cities and towns, the index is 0.19. As discussed 
earlier, D close to 0 means a situation close to absence of segregation. All indices in 
this group are less than 0.5, meaning an outcome of subsidized program dispersal has 
been achieved on a scale of cities and towns in Santa Clara County. D of 0.19 
suggests that amongst the 15 cities and towns, subsidized housing units are generally 
blending with non-subsidized units. Rarely there are cities clustered significantly with 
subsidized units whereas other cities have none. This is obvious judging from the raw 
data acquired from PSH 2008 that only Los Altos City and Los Altos Hills Town have 
little supply of subsidized units; the two also enjoy demographics of higher income 
level. The index between HCV programs and non-subsidized housing units is slightly 
higher, meaning HCV is relatively more concentrated or one of the more concentrated 
programs compared to the average level of HUD subsidizing programs. The index for 
LIHTC is 0.26, which is even slightly higher than that of HCV. It suggests that 
LIHTC units in Santa Clara County are more concentrated in certain cities than HCV 
units. This confirms the conventional wisdom that the LIHTC program tends to 
concentrate more since it is a project- based program, and HCV allows mobility for 
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individuals to choose housing sites. 
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The lower part of Table 3 tested the demand and stocking of subsidized housing 
distribution on the scale of cities and towns in Santa Clara County. The indices are all 
below 0.2, which suggests good dispersal of low- and moderate- income households 
and subsidized housing units across cities. It is to say that subsidized housing units are 
distributed relatively evenly according to the households in need across the 15 cities. 
There are seldom the situations where one or several rich cities have subsidized 
projects underutilized while other cities have households in need and not enough of 
units. It shows the same pattern as the upper three indices that D of all subsidized 
units is lower than D of HCV, and the latter is still lower than that of LIHTC. This 
shows that LIHTC is more segregated, although slightly, from the low- income 
households than HCV in Santa Clara County on the basis of cities. It challenges the 
popular belief that HCV, the demand-side of housing subsidies, will allow more 
mobility for recipients to move out of the economically distressed area. This finding 
adds to Freeman & Rohe(2000)'s analysis that the belief of project-based assisted 
housing contributing to racial segregation is not supported by empirical evidence; the 
belief of project- based assisted housing related to poverty concentration more than 
demand- based assisted housing is not supported by Santa Clara County’s evidence. 
Table 4 examines the same six indices according to census tract rather than city. 
Indices of non-subsidized units and subsidized units are much bigger than those of 
cities, suggesting that the units are more concentrated among census tracts than 
among cities. Overall, however, subsidized units and HCV programs are dispersed 




into census tracts in Santa Clara County, since the indices are all below 0.5. Index of 
LIHTC
5
 is 0.60, which suggests that LIHTC is highly segregated from 
non-subsidized units. A possible explanation is that LIHTC programs in Santa Clara 
County are limited, and concentrated in only 96 census tracts among the total of 341 
tracts. The lower part of Table 4 further illustrates the situation. Index of LIHTC is 
higher than 0.5, suggesting that LIHTC is segregated from low- or moderate- income 
households, more into the high income census tracts. Index of HCV is less than 0.5, 
implying good distribution with low- or moderate- income households. This might be 
made possible since LIHTC has less presence in this case. It could also possibly 
confirm the finding above in Table 3 on the city scale that LIHTC programs tend to be 
segregated away from low income households, and HCV is more evenly distributed in 
low income households.  
                                                             
5 Data source: LIHTC database from HUD USER 1987-2009. 
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The two indices of LIHTC in Table 4 draw counterintuitive conclusion. If LIHTC 
programs are away from non-subsidized units, which are usually occupied by middle- 
and upper-income households and away from low- or moderate- income households 
as well, a possible explanation is that LIHTC units are highly clustered on their own. 
To test this hypothesis, the Isolation Index P* is introduced. Lieberson(1980) defined  
index P* as the " average probability of interacting with some specified population 
based on the distribution of persons by subareas and the assumption that interaction is 
with someone in the same subarea". He argued that P* differs from D in that it is 
specifically formulated so as to be dependent upon group size and this, Lieberson 
Index D Row total




1931 2028 1170 … 2012 785 300 591025
Subpopulation 2
0.43 All HUD 74 74 31 … 250 11 3 22656
0.42 HCV 73 51 31 … 246 11 3 16425






357 380 118 … 646 46 0 83055
Subpopulation 2
0.33 All HUD 74 74 31 … 250 11 3 22656
0.33 HCV 73 51 31 … 246 11 3 16425
0.60 LIHTC 87-09 88 0 0 … 0 0 0 19098
Sources: HUD USER A Picture of Subsidized Households - 2008; American Community Survey 2009; LIHTC
database 1987-2009. 
Note: HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. All HUD= Subsidized housing units total. 
HCV= Housing Choice Vouchers. LIHTC= Low-income Housing Tax Credit. Low- or moderate- income 
households= households with income less than 30% of Average Median Income of Santa Clara County, CA.
Census Tracts
Table 4
Index of Dissimilarity in Demand and Supply of Subsidized Housing Units, LIHTC and
HCV in Santa Clara County, CA 2009




argues, is its major strength, since it allows an asymmetrical study of isolation from 
the separate standpoints of two groups, taking into account the relative numbers in 
each. The ability to measure isolation asymmetrically is an important advantage since 
'the probability of a given member of group X interacting with a member of Y is not 
the same as the probability of a given member of group Y interacting with an X in the 
usual situation where the size of the two groups are different' (Lieberson, 1980a). 
Robinson (1980) demonstrated that this index captures a dimension of racial 
segregation which is lost when only the index of dissimilarity (D) is used.  
The isolation of a randomly selected group member from other members of the same 
group is thus measured using the following formula:  









   
 
where ai = number of subgroup a in subarea i 
       A = number of subgroup a in all subareas 
ti = total population in subarea i 
 
Table 5 shows the analysis of Index P* using the same data sets as Index D. A much 
smaller P* of LIHTC and HCV than that of All HUD programs suggest that 
subsidized units in general are more isolated than these two programs. LIHTC has a 
slightly higher index P* than that of HCV’s, suggesting that LIHTC units are more 
isolated, proving the earlier hypothesis for the counterintuitive results of Dissimilarity 
indices. LIHTC program is project based, which tends to creates higher probability of 
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Data for LIHTC programs by city are from HUD’s PSH 2008, which does not have 
the census tract coding available. Data for LIHTC program by the same census tract 
system was drawn from HUD’s LIHTC database from 1987 to 2009. Data availability 
through different sources published in different years limits the accuracy this study 
was able to achieve. American Community Survey 2010 data has been released; 
however, HUD’s data are still using the geo-coding of Census 2000. To ensure 
compatibility, this study has to stick with the old census system and use American 
Community Survey 2009. It limits the ability of this study to interpret the latest 
situation in the study area.   
Index P* Row total




1931 2028 1170 … 2012 785 300 591025
Subpopulation 2
0.0033 All HUD 74 74 31 … 250 11 3 22656
0.0002 HCV 73 51 31 … 246 11 3 16425
0.0008 LIHTC 87-09 88 0 0 … 0 0 0 19098
Sources: HUD USER A Picture of Subsidized Households - 2008; American Community Survey 2009; LIHTC
database 1987-2009. 
Note: HUD = U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development. All HUD= Subsidized housing units total. 
HCV= Housing Choice Vouchers. LIHTC= Low-income Housing Tax Credit. 
Table 5
Isolation Index of Subsidized Housing Units in Santa Clara County, CA 2009
Census Tracts





Summary and Policy Implications 
Dispersal of subsidized housing has been a controversial social and political issue, 
and as such has been difficult to implement. The HCV program provides households 
with the opportunity to improve their housing situation and also has a goal of 
dispersal of voucher holders away from areas of concentrated poverty. However, 
achieving the dispersal goal has been limited in some areas by shortages of available, 
affordable rental housing.  
The results of this study show that: 
1. There is an overall discrepancy between demand for affordable housing and its 
overall supply in Santa Clara County. Households have high rent burden and 
nearly 70% of the low- or moderate- income households in Santa Clara County 
are underserved by current supply of government-subsidized housing units.  
2. On both city and census tract levels, HCV units are more blended into low- and 
moderate- income households than LIHTC units. It is much more so on the census 
tract level, which is more detailed and further proves the finding on a more 
specific caliber to be reliable. Both programs are isolated, and LIHTC units are 
even more so on the census tract level than HCV units according to the Isolation 
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Index. 
3. Although 10 out of the 12 indices are less than 0.5, suggesting that HUD programs 
have achieved overall dispersal both absolutely and relatively to people’s housing 
needs, the discrepancy between need and availability for subsidized housing is 
more pronounced in certain cities and locations than others, especially so for the 
LIHTC program. 
These results will provide planners with empirical evidence of the achievement of 
de-concentrating housing policies and promote residential mobility and more 
geographic choices for the poor. 
On the basis of my results, the notion that HCV is more efficient than project-based 
assisted housing in allowing social mobility has been challenged by empirical 
evidence. This study confirms McClure (2006) that LIHTC program is meeting and 
even exceeding the performance of the HCV Program in terms of offering 
opportunities to live in low-poverty settings. 
On the other hand, the public belief that project- based projects concentrate poverty is 
challenged. In this study, LIHTC units are blended in middle- or high- income locations and 
show traits of being away from everything else. It would mean that the residents of assisted 
housing, in some instances, have the opportunity to live in middle-income communities, but 
still cluster themselves within those communities. This study adds to the prior studies that 




found little evidence that project- assisted housing had a negative impact on property values 
and racial segregation (Freeman & Rohe, 2000), and may also “serve as a tool to combat 
the forces of NIMBYism (“Not in My Backyard”–ism) that preclude the development of 
assisted housing in many neighborhoods.” 
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